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DETAILED ACTION 

Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by muhiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not 
identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct from the 
reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated by, or 
would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 
1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 
2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re LongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re 
Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 
USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 
1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 
1 .321(d) may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a 
nonstatutory double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either 
is shown to be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a 
result of activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 1-6 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-7 of 
copending Application No, 10/735,814. 

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because the limitations of the instant application call for "house card 
issuing means for issuing a house card which stores user information", a "server which, 
when deposit data indicating a deposit which enables said user to utilize said services are 
inputted", and "a service management server comprising means for managing a casino 
deposit". In application 10/735,814 the limitations of the application call for a "house 



card issuing means for issuing which stores user information", a "server for transmitting 
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casino data required for a casino game" and "a service management server comprising 
means for managing a casino deposit". The claims of the instant application and the 
claims of US application '814 are restatements towards the same subject matter. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
simply re- word the claims of application '814 with common variations in terms and 
phrasing to derive the claims of the instant application. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claim Rejections '35 use §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted 
on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant 
for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall 
have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such 
treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-2 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Halbritter et al. (US 7,022,017 Bl). 

Regarding claim 1, Halbritter et al. disclose a service management system for 
managing services provided in a hotel in which a casino is installed comprising: a house 
card issuing means for issuing a house card which stores user information enabling 
identification of a user of the managed services {see Fig. 6 and the related description 
thereof). Halbritter' s system also incorporates a house card server, which indicates a 
deposit and enables a user to utilize services that are inputted for a user's account settings 
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{see col 10: In 31-65). Additionally, Halbritter's system instructs a house card issuing 
means to issue a house card (see col 4: In 24-50). Furthermore, Halbritter's system 
includes a service management server comprising means for managing a casino deposit 
which enables a user to utilize casino services upon acquirement of a house card, and for 
restricting use of the casino services by a user on the basis of usage restriction conditions 
placed on a casino deposit {see Figs. 2 and 4 and the respective related description 
thereof). 

Regarding claim 2, Halbritter disclose a service management system wherein the 
service management server determines usage restriction conditions according to the 
presence or absence of a deposit balance indicating the amount pf money remaining in a 
casino deposit {see Fig, 9(a-b) and the related description thereof). 

Regarding claim 4, Halbritter disclose a service management system that 
comprises an action history management server for managing an action of the user by 
obtaining user information {see col 11: In 1-60). 

Regarding claim 5, Halbritter et al. disclose a service management system for 
managing services provided in a hotel in which a casino is installed comprising: a house 
card issuing means for issuing a house card which stores user information enabling 
identification of a user of the managed services {see col 6: In 49-65). Halbritter's system 
also incorporates a house card server, which indicates a deposit and enables a user to 
utilize services that are inputted for a user's account settings {see col 7: In 22-col 8: In 
5). Additionally, Halbritter's system instructs a house card issuing means to issue a 
house card {see Fig. 6 and the related description thereof). Furthermore, Halbritter's 
system incorporates a means for restricting use of casino services by a user when it is 
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detected that the balance of a casino deposit enabling a user to utilize the casino services 
has reached zero {see col 10: In 31-65). 

Regarding claim 6, Halbritter disclose a service management server for managing 
services provided in a hotel in which a casino is installed, comprising means for 
managing a casino deposit which enables a user to utilize casino services by a user on the 
basis of usage restriction conditions placed on a casino deposit {see Fig. 6 and the related 
description thereof). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Halbritter et al. (US 7,022,017 Bl) as applied to claims above, and further in view of 

Missouri Gaming Rules (11 CSR 45-6). 

Halbritter et al. teaches a casino management system that incorporates a player 
tracking system that enables downloading services to be provided for different customers. 
Halbritter's system provides a service management system that manages electronic casino 
transactions for the accounts in the system {see Fig. 6 and the related description 
thereof). Additionally, Halbritter's system handles and tracks and monitors all of the 
opera:tions that are occurring in the casino so that regulations and events occurring in the 
casino may be monitored and reviewed. However, Halbritter is silent with regard to 
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specifically having a usage restriction conditions according to whether or not use of an 
accumulated deposit over a predetermined time period has exceeded an upper limit (ie: a 
loss-limit regulation). Although, Halbritter does not specifically state the incorporation 
of a loss-limit regulation this is an old and well-known function in the gaming industry. 
In an effort to help reduce players firom losing too much money at the casino due to 
unregulated gambling habits or other unfortunate events, many states have established 
laws to prevent people fi-om going bankrupt through foolish gambling habits. As taught 
in the rules set forth by the Missouri Gaming Corrunission a casino is specified to have a 
usage restriction of fiinds if an upper limit {ie: $500.00) has been exceeded over a 
predetermined time period {see pg. 4-5). One would be motivated to incorporate this 
feature into the casino management system in order for it to meet the regulations set forth 
by gaming commissions such as the state of Missouri. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate this feature into the casino management system of Halbritter. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Picciallo (US 6,044,360) - Third Party Credit Card. 

Rowe (US 6,645,077 B2) - Gaming Terminal Data Repository and Information 
Distribution System. 

Craine (US 5321,241) - System and Method for Tracking Casino Promotional 
Funds and Apparatus for use therewith. 
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Boushy et al. (US 6,003,013) - Customer Worth Differentiation Management 
System. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communication from the 
examiner should be direct to Ryan Hsu whose telephone number is (571)-272-7148. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert P Olszewski can be reached at (571)-272-6788. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 1-866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




